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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address -- 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

. Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 , 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U S C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office iater than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if tjmely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )□ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 05 February 2003 . 
2a)Q This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) D Claim(s) 1-14 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim{s) 9-14 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Clatm(s) is/are allowed. 

6) Q Claim{s) 1^8 is/are rejected. 

Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)Q The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawingCs) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
11 )□ The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)n approved b)n disapproved by the Examiner, 

tf approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

13) Q Acknowledgment is madeof a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)|3AII b)\J Some*c)n None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) D The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121. 
Attachment(s) 

1) H Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) Paper No(s) . 

2) D Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) Q Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

3) n Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1 449) Paper No(s) 6) □ Other: 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment/Arguments 

1 . The rejections over the prior art of Scheu et al. have been withdrawn in response to 
Applicant's amendments to the claims. However, the claims are newly rejected as set forth 
below^ Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-8 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Election/Restriction 

2. This application contains claims 8-14 drawn to an invention nonelected with traverse in 
Paper No. 6. A complete reply to the final rejection must include cancellation of nonelected 
claims or other appropriate action (37 CFR 1.144) See MPEP § 821.01. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as containing subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 
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In claim 1, lines 8-9, the phrase ''wherein the substantially circumferential contact limits 

fluid flow therebetween to, at most, capillary floM'" (emphasis added) appears to contain new 

matter. It is the Examiner's position that this limitation is new matter because the specification 

states at page 3 , lines 11-13: 

'The absence of a chink also prevents capillary flow of liquid through said chink. 
Although avoiding a chink is important, in practice, a very small chink which does not 
cause substantial capillary flow of coating liquid may be present and acceptable" 
(emphasis added). 

Therefore, it is the Examiner's position that the specification does not teach that capillary flow is 
acceptable; in contrast, the claims read on including not only capillary flow, but also substantial 
capillary flow. If Applicant can locate disclosure of this limitation, then they should so state on 
the record and the new matter rejection will be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in ( J ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22{b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-2 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Gibson et 
al. (US 6,495,205). 

Gibson et al. discloses a method of coating a circular substrate comprising the steps of: 
providing a coating on the substrate surface by applying a liquid from an extrusion device (col. 6, 
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lines 53-67) where the substrate is present in a separate extension body which has a surface 
substantially flush with the surface of the substrate (see Figure 6 and col. 10, lines 40-49); 
spinning the substrate to form a uniform coating (col. 8, lines 53-56 and col. 10). Col. 11. lines 
25-50 are directed to providing the circumferential contact of the periphery of the substrate and 
the extension body with limited fluid flow therebetween; specifically, Gibson et ah is directed to 
preventing capillary flow in the circumferential contact area. While Gibson et al. does not 
specifically teach a step of partial solidification of the liquid prior to separation of the substrate 
and extension body, it is the Examiners position that some of the volatile solvent in Gibson et 
al.'s coating composition (discussed at col. 1, lines 45-47) would inherently evaporate at least a 
little bit, thus causing at least some solidification of the coating material applied. 

Additionally, it is noted that Gibson et aL is not specifically directed to the coating of 
optical substrates. However, the preamble is not a limitation on the claims if it merely states the 
purpose or intended use, and the remainder of the claim completely defines the invention 
independent of the preamble. Stewart-Warner Corp. v. City of Pontiac, Mich. 219USPQ 1162; 
Marston v. J.C Penny Co., Inc. 148 USPQ 25; and Kropa v. Robie and Mahlman. 88 USPQ 478. 

As to claim 2, Gibson et al. illustrates the use of an extension body 5 1 0 having a circular 
shape in Figure 5. As to claim 7, Gibson et al. illustrates an extension body 5 10 comprised of 
two parts with surfaces substantially flush with the surface of the substrate in Figure 10. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§I03 
1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 3-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gibson et al. 

Gibson et al. is applied for the reasons discussed above in paragraph 6. 

As to claims 3-4, Gibson et al. lacks a teaching that the extension body 510 has an outer 
periphery having a polygonal, or regular polygonal shape. Gibson et al. teaches at col. 14, lines 
25-39, that the bead forming surface/extension body of its invention may be adapted to use with 
substrates having size and shape other than circular. It would have been obvious for one having 
ordinary skill in the art to have modified the process of Gibson et al to use an extension body 
510 having a polygonal or regular polygonal shape, a shape corresponding to the shape of the 
substrate for example, as a matter of design preference depending upon the size and shape of the 

substrate to be coated. 

With respect to claim 5, Gibson et al. lacks a teaching of the material of the extension 
body, and specifically that it is substantially the same material as that of the substrate. It is the 
Examiner^s position that it would have been obvious for one having ordinary skill in the art to 
have used a material for the extension body in Gibson et al. that is substantially similar to that of 
the substrate since one would desire that the coating material flows and sticks onto the substrate 
and the extension body in the same amount and in the same way, therefore forming a uniform 
coating on top of both surfaces. If this is not the case, and the surface of the extension body has 
a surface where the coating does not spread as easily as on the substrate surface, then the coating 
material would bead up at the edge of the substrate and negate the purpose of spinning to provide 
a uniform coating. Alternatively, if the surface of the extension body has a surface where the 
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coating material spreads significantly more quickly than on the substrate surface, then the 
coating material would be pulled from the edge of the substrate by the surface tension of the 
coating already on the surface of the extension body, thus also resulting in a non-uniform coating 
on the substrate. 

As to claim 6, Gibson et al. lacks a teaching of the material of the extension body, or 
specifically that it comprises a material to which the coating adheres relatively poorly. It is the 
Examiner's position that it would have been obvious for one having ordinary skill in the art to 
have used a coating on the extension body where the coating material does not adhere well 
because then it will be easier to clean, particularly since it would be necessary to clean the 
surface of the extension body between each application of coating material in order to achieve 
subsequent uniform coatings thereon. 

9. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gibson et al. as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Scheu et al (US 4,024,835). 

Gibson et al. lacks a teaching of solidifying the photoresist coating material in its coating 
process by exposure to UV light. Scheu et al. is similarly directed to a photoresist coating 
process. Scheu et al. teaches a step of exposing the substrate to UV light after it is coated on the 
substrate. It would have been obvious to have similarly exposed the photoresist coating of 
Gibson et al. to UV light after it is coated on the substrate as such is a well known method of 
subsequentiaily processing photoresist coatings. 


Conclusion 
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1 0. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. The prior art of Tanimoto (US 5,250,1 16) is additionally cited. Tanimoto teaches a 
spin chuck holding a substrate and an extension body having circumferential contact with the 
periphery of the substrate, where the surface of the extension body is substantially flush with the 
substrate surface. While Tanimoto does not teach that circumferential contact limits fluid flow- 
to at most capillary flow, it is the Examiner's position that Tanimoto would prevent capillary 
flow because Tanimoto teaches a gap of only 1mm (col. 3, lines 36-37) and because Tanimoto 
teaches that the coating thickness on the extension body is the same as on the substrate surface 
(col. 4, lines 9-15). In order for the thickness to be the same on the extension body and on the 
substrate surface, no fluid must be lost in the gap between the substrate and the extension body. 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 


examiner should be directed to Kirsten Crockford Joiley whose telephone number is 703-306- 
5461 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday and every other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Shrive Beck can be reached on 703-308-2333. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-872-93 10 for regular 
communications and 703-872-931 1 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308-1 193. 



April 10, 2003 
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